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Introduction
R esearchers interested in the gendered aspects of water resource management have pointed out that water related statistics stop at the household level, in spite of household demandmanagement and modification coming to assume a pre-eminent position in contemporary water management discourses. This approach has the effect of treating 'the household' 1 as a homogeneous unit where men and women's access to and control over resources and decision-making power is imagined to be the same. Household level water use data generated by the water industry do not take into consideration an enormous amount of evidence that points out significant differences in women and men's access to and control over water resources at different geographical scales (UN, 2005, pp. 5-6; GWA & UNDP, 2006, p. 13) . Often water policies and projects neglect to take both women and men's needs, interests and concerns into account, leading sometimes to either their failure or in women receiving little benefit from water supply projects (Lahiri-Dutt, 2006; Ivens, 2007, p. 2) . Women in general tend to remain invisible or play informal roles in water management, often without legal ownership or decision-making power over water resources (Lahiri-Dutt, 2007, p. 6) . Without specific attention to gender issues, projects therefore risk reinforcing not only inequalities between men and women (GWA & UNDP, 2006, p. 15) but also amongst women.
Gender inequities remain a disputed area in Australia. On the one hand, as a highly urbanized society, the general feeling is that feminism has settled the question of gender inequality. When both men and women expect their waters to flow from a tap at any time and at any part of the urban cultural landscape, what gender issues might there be that have any relevance to water policy? On the other hand, rural women in Australia, whilst well-known for their collective action and networking, for example through powerful organizations such as the Country Women's Association 2 , tend to stay away from putting pressure on water policy-makers for fear of being branded a feminist. Researchers have pointed out that rural women in developed countries tend to reject identifying with feminism, as it is seen to belong to the domain of urban women. Brandth's (2002a) explanation of this rejection by farm women lies in the specific contexts of rural societies.
Yet, evidence is accumulating on gender inequalities in urban Australia, in spite of the dramatic historical shifts in the lives of women, as well as the 'embodied engagements with water' (Head & Muir, 2006, p. 200 ) that both women and men have in everyday contexts such as backyards. Head & Muir note (2006, p. 201) : 'it is clear that gender in relation to water is heavily tied to the broader gender division of domestic labour' having 'considerable implications for public campaigns that seek to change people's practices'. It is unsurprising that a major difficulty for feminist theory has been the task of unifying into a coherent whole the diverse and multiple experiences that derive from the many contexts which women must negotiate.
Generally the area of intra-household gendered water use and management in developed countries, particularly rural regions, has remained relatively underresearched. This is in spite of gender concerns dominating the WASH/WatSan 3 sector of these same countries' development agencies. This focus is in spite of recent post-modern feminist research that has drawn, once again and in more nuanced ways than in the early 1980s, attention to the commonalities in several aspects of gender concerns between developed and developing countries. Indeed, there are important similarities that can be drawn; Australian experts have pointed out that whereas men are commonly seen as 'the farmer' in rural households, women perform a great amount of work in and around the farms, wherein the excesses and scarcities of water impacts upon the household in a gendered manner 4 . Sachs put the blame squarely on women's poor/ low ownership of farmland: 'Although women do the majority of work in agriculture at the global level, elder men for the most part, still own the land, control women's labour, and make agricultural decisions in patriarchal social systems ' (1994, p. 6 ). In the Australian context, Alston notes: 'This dominance of men significantly shapes an agricultural discourse that overshadows the work of women and fails to acknowledge that family farming is a family system that survives and dominates agricultural production because of its labour advantages, including the ability to draw on the labour of all family members, not just an individual farmer' (Alston, 2006, p. 247) . The result, she has shown, is a disproportionately greater burden of the negative impacts of scarcity and drought on women.
The diversity that women's experiences embody reflects the importance of the rural context (Brandth, 2002b, p. 115) . The connection between the invisibility of the female worker in the farm and the reluctance of farm women to identify with feminism, lies in the hidden attributes of the discourse of 'the family farm' which is usually passed on from the father to the son, ensuring male ownership and control over this vital resource. Consequently women, although carrying a great workload and a 'double burden', are often regarded as the farmer's assistant or helper.
In response to these perspectives, this paper explores the applicability of water diaries to investigate the gendered variations in intra-household water and power flows. This was done using a methodology incorporating some of the broader approaches adopted in developing nation rural household research, while still mindful of both the current water management context and the gendered division of labour still evident in Australian households. It represents the authors' initial attempt to redress the lack of attention paid to water flows within rural Australian households. The main areas that this diary .
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Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt and Kate Harriden attempts to illuminates are: i) who has the authority to allocate water use; ii) who performs household water responsibilities or chores, and to a lesser extent; and iii) the location and amounts of water used by individual residents. The practical usefulness of such information, to cite one example, lies in water agencies' ability to use the data generated through such research to target specific water user groups or behaviours.
The big picture: Bargaining and power in the household
Neoclassical economics treats the household as a single economic actor with its inner workings considered largely irrelevant. As well as positing the household as a 'unitary' model, where it is supposed that all resources within the household are pooled and that the household acts as one (also called the 'common preferences', 'altruism' or 'benevolent dictator' model) (Haddad, Hoddinott & Alderman, 1997, p. 3) , it is further assumed that increases in household income maximise the welfare of the household as a whole and all members equally. Empirical survey evidence, however, generally rejects the unitary model of intra-household resource allocation decisions as it often demonstrates individual members receiving an unequal share of household resources (e.g., Doss, 1996; Quisumbing & Maluccio, 1999; Maitra & Ray, 2005) .
Researchers are increasingly moving away from the unity model toward formulating ways of looking inside the black box of the household to investigate how resources are produced and consumed. This analytical process, driven mostly by development programs in developing nations, has highlighted how individual well-being can be affected by the institutions they belong to, particularly the family or the household. It is now recognised that the household serves as a framework for production and redistribution of goods, but can also be a mechanism for disproportionately allocating burdens of work and its returns (Rogers, 1990, p. 2) . Development policy makers have come to realise that ignoring complex economic and social relations among household members and inequalities in intra-household resource allocation, whether it be according to gender, age or some other factor, will lead to policy failure (Haddad et al., 1997; Rogers, 1990; World Bank, 2001 ).
Consequently there is now a wide variety of models that attempt to capture an individual's level of power or authority to express, and obtain, their preferred resource production and allocation priorities. Generally termed 'collective' or 'bargaining' models, these models assume that members of the household have different and possibly conflicting preferences regarding resource allocation and that decision making will occur through a bargaining process.
Scholars examining intra-household decision making have critiqued and expanded on the bargaining models in order to account for the complex links between gender dynamics and household resource allocation more realistically. For example, Sen (1990) contends that, in assuming that individuals hold clear and unambiguous perceptions of their interests, bargaining models miss crucial aspects of the nature of gender divisions within and outside the household. Sen argues, for example, that a presumption about what is legitimate and deserved by household members is due in part to their gender (Sen, 1990, p. 131) . Importantly, Sen attributes the generally lower bargaining power of women to the fact that 'bargaining power' is usually defined in terms of the perceived economic contribution of household members to overall household prosperity, and that women's work is often perceived to be of an economically lesser value than that of men. Agarwal (1997, p. 6 ) also critiques the tendency to measure household power in terms of economic clout, arguing that it is crucial to think beyond the dominant highly specific, restrictive models and move towards more fluid formulations that incorporate qualitative aspects and a greater analysis of the inherent social complexities. For Agarwal, it is these complexities that show how the qualitative aspects of power and the role of social norms determine bargaining power within the household. Holvoet's (2005) contribution to the underpinnings of this research is the conceptualization of the household as an institutional arrangement that impinges heavily upon shared norms and ideologies to regulate human interaction. That is, the role of culture is explicitly included in her economic institutional framework, while rejecting the preeminence given to individual agency given in collective models of intra-household allocation. Holvoet claims her framework succeeds better in capturing the predominant role of gender in intra-household resource allocation, while allowing the distributive rules to be changeable over time and in response to the issues requiring decisions (Holvoet, 2005, p. 29) .
Anthropologists and sociologists have taken different approaches to intra-household studies, where they are more likely to see the household as a political arena constituted by continuing struggles over resource allocation, surplus or the labour process (Hart, 1995, p. 58) . These studies can also subject the internal relations and practices of the household to critical scrutiny and provide a more process-based understanding of the flow of resources into, within and out of the household, thereby uncovering some of the ways that power translates into different and unequal outcomes with certain members gaining greater systematic privileges (Kabeer, 1997, p. 266) . Water management and use studies have tended to look exclusively at volumes rather than values and practices affording no indication of the many other aspects of water use within the household. To identify the power dynamics influencing access and allocation of water resources in may be more useful to know where, how and by whom the water is being used.
Historical perspectives of present water use note how the impacts of culture (from health, moral, fashion and comfort perspectives) and technological path dependency (including the technological, governance and pricing regimes attached to water supply and use) combine to channel water providers and users into contemporary beliefs and behaviours. Although it is not an aim of this work to cover the full ranges of these two aspects (particularly path dependency), they are raised here as they reflect other aspects of our understanding of what drives household water use.
The Australian context
The household Many of the models described above were formulated in the context of the developing world and concentrate on informing policies that can target the well-being of disadvantaged individuals by predicting patterns of resource allocation within the household. In Australia, as an industrially developed urbanized state, conceptual approaches to household resources have not generally followed this pattern. While there are some intrahousehold economic modelling studies done on Australian households, they conclude only that the unitary model is rejected by the empirical data and that the bargaining power of adult members of the household does affect expenditure patterns (Blacklow & Ray, 2003; Maitra & Ray, 2005) . This approach does not appear to have been expanded upon.
Studies tend to conceptualise Australian household resources in terms of monetary income and expenditure, unlike development approaches that recognise food, water and energy sources as significant household resources. For example, the five-yearly Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Household Expenditure Surveys measure household expenditure on goods and services in proportion to gross household income. These surveys do not measure individual expenditure or how the goods and services bought are then distributed among household members. The Commonwealth-funded Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) longitudinal survey which began in 2001 has a wider scope. It seeks to discover the links over time between family and employment and household composition and individual household members are the respondent's. In spite of HILDA's expanded scope, it also does not measure intra-household resource allocation (Heady, Warren & Harding, 2006) .
The literature on gender in the Australian household is more focused on production processes, most notably on the sexual division of labour and the greater amount of unpaid household work performed by women, than on resource allocation and consumption within the household. Baxter (1993; 2002) , for example, argues that a gendered division of labour is still very evident in the Australian household and that gender is still the key determinant of who does domestic labour (Baxter, Hewitt & Western, 2005, p. 597 ). Baxter does not consider any links between women's 'unpaid' work and their access to, or use of, resources in terms other than monetary income.
Intra-household water research
There has been limited research in Australia regarding the allocation of water within households. What has occurred is often in conjunction with the research on environmental management issues. For example, the .
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Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt and Kate Harriden former CRC for Catchment Hydrology (now eWater CRC) looked at the factors influencing household water use as part of a report on the reuse potential of urban stormwater and wastewater (Mitchell, Mein & McMahon, 1999) . While they identified the number of occupants, income per capita, water price and climate as important influence on total household water use (Mitchell et al. 1999, p. 7) , questions of intrahousehold power, the influence of cultural mores and technological path dependence were ignored. CSIRO has also looked, to some extent, at household water use and values as part of its broader research into the role of recycled water in households (Po et al., 2005) . Although this research is focussed on community perceptions and values of household water use (that is, it acknowledges the role of culture in water use), there appears to be limited gender analysis and no investigation of intra-household allocation.
Most Australian water research focuses largely on the macro water management environment. For example, in 'Domestic Water Consumption in Sydney', Troy, Holloway & Randolph (n.d.) rely on ABS statistics and census collection districts. By using averaged, not actual, household consumption, this highly aggregated study makes broad conclusions, such as household size being the key determinate of household consumption and the limited seasonal variation in consumption, that offer little insight into intra-household water allocation. Troy et al. (n.d.) bring the concept of water footprint to the household scale, as used by Hoekstra & Chapagain (2006) at a national level. While closer to the domestic than Hoekstra & Chapagain, they do not open the black box of the household to peep into the details of intra-household allocation. Household water diaries represent such a crack by funnelling the water footprint down to the intra-household scale.
Water diaries
In interviews with various prominent water researchers we were continually reminded of the larger water management concerns deemed to make intra-household research redundant. For example, it was suggested that there are no gender issues in household water use in Australia
5
. There was the suggestion that there is enough material already available in the public domain to be able to get a sense of what is happening within the household. Yet the preceding discussion of Troy et al. 's work (n.d.) shows the difficulty of getting to the intrahousehold level with official statistics. There is a general sense that many Australian water professionals have not yet felt the need to do intra-household water studies, particularly in rural areas.
This reluctance to fully investigate gender concerns at the household level reflects a belief that women are solely responsible for identifying and managing the gender implications of Australian water management practices. This particular understanding is exemplified by Sydney Water having a Women and Water branch. Such structures make concrete the flawed notion that the number of women in an organization is a reflection of its ability to ameliorate gender issues, as was suggested by a leading water researcher interviewed for this project. Employing women alone does not address gender issues in water allocation or management practices. Indeed, it could be argued that the approach of Sydney Water has the effect of indoctrinating women water professionals into the gendered institutional practices and values of the organization.
Further our attention was drawn to previous urban household studies, where the small scale raises concerns relating to the difficulty of measuring, trusting and converting the data collected into policy outcomes. While acknowledging the perception of these difficulties, they are surmountable. Indeed, such concerns reflect similar concerns initially expressed by water professional (WaterWatch) about community based water quality testing. WaterWatch results are now used at all levels of the water debate, by professional, government and community agencies. We feel that the proven usefulness of an approach detailing household power and water flows beholds us to try it in the Australian context.
Water diary reflections
Previous approaches to water diary keeping in Australia are limited. One example in academic literature is the Everyday Water project (Allon & Sofoulis, 2006) . The approach of that project was primarily reflective, rather than descriptive, exploring individual's connection to water. Everyday Water is more overtly about understanding the cultural connection to water in a commodified environment. The water diary conceived here focuses on the practical use of water and questions of power and control and allocation and management at a household/individual relationship level, rather than the slightly larger scale of household/corporation relationship. Additionally, Strengers developed the 'comfort and cleanliness' diary. However, it did not involve keeping a track of water use. 6 The ABC's Radio National ran The Water Challenge in 2003, where they encouraged listeners to monitor, and reduce, their household water consumption over several weeks. This was followed by the 40hr Drought in March, 2007, where individuals were challenged to use only 40 litres of water in 40 hours. Although there were electronic message boards, other web based material and extended radio programming surrounding both these events, no formal, permanent individual water use records were kept or rigorous analysis of peoples water behaviour undertaken.
Methodology
The approaches outlined above provide a conceptual link between the concerns of women in rural parts of the developing world with those in more industrialized countries. They also highlight other aspects relevant to developing the diary. Sen's observation that perceptions influence bargaining power neatly complements Agarwal's (1997) idea that models of bargaining power give undue precedence to economic factors. Holvoet's (2005) contribution is the legitimization of modelling approaches that give precedence to the influence of social and cultural factors in intra-household resource allocation debates. The work presented here sits somewhere in the middle of the spectrum of a completely economic analysis of household bargaining to a completely cultural interpretation of power flows within the household.
The diary questions and structure were designed to reflect the concerns raised in the introductory section of this paper. That is, we sought to develop a water diary that could work in a collective bargaining environment where power flows, social values and cultural norms are more influential in the allocation and use of water within the household than individual agency. An associated important conceptual underpinning of the diary was that what is 'rural' would require self-identification on the participant's part, to ensure the requisite information is obtained. Pini's (2003) research, in partnership with the agri-political group CANEGROWERS, on the contributions women make on cane farms, informed the choice of such participatory methodology in our research. We also adopt Brandth's understanding that selfidentification and agrarian gender identities are 'much less fragmentary' than post-modern theories describe (2002a, p. 182).
To obtain both attitudinal and practical information the diary was divided into two parts. The first part (Appendix 1) requested information on the household members and water supply, as well as providing a consent statement. There were also questions about water saving features and practices, who made the decisions about water use and practices and who performed the water chores. Space was provided for participants undirected comments about the distribution of water within their household.
The water diary section (Appendix 2) was informed by the radio diary concept with every radio channel substituted with water chores and uses, marked in fifteen minute blocks, over a seven day period. Almost every possible household water use was included, with air-conditioning and gardening notable omissions. These will be included in future versions of the diary.
Unlike the 24 hour coverage of the radio diary, this diary covered from 05:30h -01:00h. The next three columns asked participants to estimate the number of litres used in the noted activity, nominate who performed the activity and under whose authority. The remaining columns (10) listed specific activities, such as hand wash dishes, dishwasher, laundry and food preparation and drinking, with participant's required to mark where the activity took place, such as the ensuite or kitchen.
Testing the waters: A diary trial
We instigated a pilot trial of the diary in the ACT region in December, 2007. The ACT houses Australia's largest inland city, Canberra, and supports a number of rural towns in New South Wales (NSW). The estimated resident population in February, 2008 was over 340,000 persons (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008) . Although the population has been growing steadily, the ACT retains its 'bush capital' character.
Water, a key determinant in the siting of the ACT, continues to influence its development. Water .
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Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt and Kate Harriden planning, infrastructure and delivery services (amongst other services, including wastewater) are provided by the government owned ACTEW Corporation (ACTEW). There has been an acute water shortage for over 6 years, with both the ACT and neighbouring Queanbeyan urban areas being subject to a range of water restrictions. The impact of the lower rainfall has been more noticeable in the region's rural communities. Increasingly, restrictions and favoured behavioural practices focus on individual water use within the household. For example, ACTEW advertising asks people to think about how much water they use showering, washing their teeth and dishes. Yet, as already noted, there is limited understanding of intrahousehold water flows.
Given the trial was to assess the usability and robustness of a prototype water diary, it was decided to keep the sample small, with no more than 5-10 participating households. Volunteers were sought through WaterWatch and local land management organizations, including the ACT rural leaseholders association and by posting flyers in Tharwa and Hall in the ACT and Braidwood, Murrumbateman, Sutton and Gundaroo in NSW. Six households volunteered and received their diaries via email. Just two households returned diaries. This sample was too small to test the robustness of the diary but we believe the differences between the two respondents show that diary keeping can provide insights which are difficult to obtain by other means.
Usability and methodology issues
No participants mentioned any problems, however the time span proved inadequate with one respondent needing coverage to begin from 03:45h. Further, the timing of the survey period, the summer school holiday period, including Christmas and New Year, undoubtedly affected both the contact and response rate. Although the miscellaneous column was lost in the editing process, participant's made use of the available space to include water uses not listed.
More importantly, it appears that an interview prior to the recording period would be a more effective approach to collecting attitudinal information as a number of the questions in the first section remained unanswered; briefly at best. Detailed responses about power, authority and behaviours are more likely to be garnered through face-to-face interviewing. It also appeared that it was the male resident answering the questions and recording the water use in both households. While certain the female residents were involved in the decision that the household would keep a diary, that their voice is filtered through another's is problematic. As well as providing all residents an opportunity to speak, interviews allow an opportunity to explain the diary.
Clearly there are issues with estimating water use, as shown by the limited use of the drinking/cooking water column in both diaries. It is very unlikely that a household of two adults would consume just 2 litres of water for a week's cooking and drinking needs. It is likely that having an interview prior to using the diary could help mitigate this weakness.
The diary was developed with the view that all household residents would use the same diary. However, it appears that better involvement might be likely if each resident is given their own copy. This is particularly so if there is going to be no interviews.
Water diary trial reflections
The responding households had a number of similarities. Both were composed of one male adult and one female adult, with all respondents in the 50-65 years age range. Both households had independent water supply based around similarly sized water tanks. Independent supply means neither was subject to supplier imposed water restrictions or permanent water conservation measures. One household has extraction rights from the Murrumbidgee River, while the other operates an 'Envirocycle' system which collects and treats all used household water before its use on the garden. Both households had pets. In spite of these similarities, both the household and individual water footprints were starkly different -reflecting, to an extent, gender differentiated practices and, therefore, consumption rates. Although neither household is subject to external water restrictions, one household declared themselves under 'self-imposed' restrictions and the other said all water use was predicated on the need to not waste water. Water saving practices were employed more widely than water saving devices to reduce water use.
Both households reported that both residents of each house made the decisions about water practices or water saving features and neither responded to question about 'the distribution of water within the household, especially in terms of who performs which routine water chores and allocation of water authority'. However, both households provided a gendered response to the question 'who performs which water chores?'. For example 'F1 usually makes decisions about when to do laundry and dishwasher use' and 'M1 pumps, stores and maintains system; M1 and F1 use the system'. Note how the male specific water chores focuses on the system and technical aspects and not individual activities made possible through the application of the water supply system. Further note that the respondent identified individual (although broad) male specific roles for system management yet the same level of detail was not provided for water based chores such as washing dishes, clothes or gardening.
Diary one showed an estimated total of 1155 litres of water during their reporting period (14-20/1/08), at an average of 165 L/day. The other had a total estimated usage of 1993 litres, at an average of 285 L/day (from 25-31/1/08). Remembering that the diary averages represent two people per household, both households were below ACTEW's Stage 3 summer daily target of 250 L/ person (ACTEW, 2008) .
Neither household matches the established picture of women using more water due to their greater involvement in a greater range of water chores. In terms of the debate between control (who makes the decisions -generally regarded to be mostly men) and management (who enact the decisions -generally regarded to be women), it appears the overall approach to water management and use has been jointly established in both households. It is also apparent that each party in these households has the authority to make water allocation and use decisions as they see fit, within the established household philosophy, regardless of gender. Given both households are occupied by mature residents, it is likely that age plays an important factor in the capacity of each party to strike a balance of household chores in more meaningful ways than simply along standard gendered lines.
Issues
'Rural' heterogeneity Just as women's concerns for gender equity are not expressed uniformly, there is no homogenous 'rural' experience. As well as farmers, rural communities of the ACT region contain professionals and small business Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt and Kate Harriden owners, public servants and single parents. Without looking into the household black box in more descriptive ways than financial status, water managers do not know the communities they are seeking to engage. It is important to remember the complexity of identities possible within the contemporary household, whether located in an urban or a rural setting. A common thread linking the issues raised here is that to fully appreciate them, the urban blinkers need to be removed. There is little doubt that the bias towards urban priorities in academic research is also reflected in policy development environments. There is a possibility that translocated to rural settings, urbanbased gender roles or understandings would fail to produce meaningful data.
Complicated nature of gender relations
This issue comes as much from the conceptual basis of the diary as the diary trial. The complicated nature of feminism was thrown into sharp relief by this peep into intra-household water use in the ACT region. Panelli (2007) observed the complicated nature of gendered power relations in Australian rural women's movements in which women are able to draw on the strengths, alternative possibilities and achievements of both the past and the present, whilst building a future vision for women's involvement in agriculture 1 . This follows Teather's (1999) early observation of how the establishment of organisations that can speak for farm women at government levels have been effective counter-measures to their sense of marginalisation.
Further, we noted the problematic nature of the women's voices being filtered, by their not entering information in the diaries themselves. Clearly they were involved in the decision to participate. Is the willingness of the women in the diary households to let the men record the activities a reflection of their confidence in their status in the household? That is, are they confident that their role will be accurately portrayed?
The diary trial showed men using water in nonstereotypical ways -in one case M1 uses the majority of water for household chores. Clearly there are not enough diaries to know what is going on, but it certainly poses interesting questions. For example, is it a spill over of the professional nature/post-feminist nature of the ACT region where men are more willing to be involved in household duties? Or is that there not enough data and this M1 will ultimately prove to be an outlier? Or has the nature of rural households been misunderstood?
Rural women
Contrasting rural women's control over their water supply with the reliance on corporate water provision services and infrastructure experienced by urban women further complicates urban feminists' gender notions of control and power. When considering path dependency, for example. It appears that rural women are less likely to be subject to another's authority over water than urban women given the greater opportunities to control household water resources as they tend to be operating with their own water supply (be it tank, dam, bore or river pumping) and are not beholden to a company for infrastructure or supply. That is, rural women are not the 'passive recipients of water supplies owned and controlled by a small elite' (Strang, 2005, p. 34) , as are urban women.
This picture of rural women as being assertive and empowered challenges the implications in industrialized urban feminist literature that rural women are more traditional (i.e., gendered) in their household relationships. Rather, it is more in line with the Asia-Pacific literature focussing on rural intra-household water allocation noted earlier. Thus while rural Australian women may not embrace the term 'feminist', it does not mean they have no interest in gender equity in resource allocation. Rather, rural women may not be attracted to urban feminist priorities as the latter's priorities do not reflect their reality.
Conclusion
Water diaries are a research tool to investigate household resource bargaining and how that barging power is shaped/influenced by gender. This paper reinforces the importance of values and culture in water allocation and use, as already indicated by of Allon & Sofoulis (2006) and Head & Muir (2006) , and enriches this emerging field of water studies incorporating gender, equity, economic and social concerns, with its rural intra-household focus.
Knowledge about intra-household water allocations will allow better targeted programs to be developed by local and national water agencies. This supports the conclusion 'that polices designed to reduce water consumption of households will need to include initiatives other than those related to external users if they are have a significant effect ' (Troy et al., n.d.) .
The water diary methodology is a pilot for rural intra-household resource allocation studies, which we believe has strong reproduction value. We hope that this approach will be replicated, allowing Australian researchers to begin building an idea of the nature of intra-household water use in rural locations. Well aware the methodology requires refinement, but certain of its value, we intend to undertake further work on this issue and invite others to join us.
Endnotes
1 The definition of 'household' itself is problematic. Some analysts, such as Sen (1984a Sen ( , 1984b , prefer to use 'family' in place of 'household', while others use the terms interchangeably. Many agree, however, that the presumption of a household as a clearly bounded unit obscures inter-household relationships between kin and non-kin (Hart 1995, p. 63) , and it is important to have an integrated view of the pattern of activities inside and outside the home that together make up the production processes (Sen 1990, p. 129 Who makes the decisions regarding which water practices or water saving features are adopted in the household?
Who performs which water chores?
Is there anything you would like to say about the distribution of water within the household, especially in terms of who performs which routine water chores and allocation of water authority? 
